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FRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW (ARGUMENT SECTION) 

This paper is filed in response to the final Office Action mailed on October 18, 2010 for the 
above-captioned U.S. Patent Application. As such, no petition or petition fee is believed to be 
required. However, should the undersigned attomey be mistaken, please consider this as a 
petition for any extension of time that may be required to maintain the pendency of this Patent 
Application, and charge deposit account no. 50-1924 for any required fees. A Notice of Appeal 
is being filed concurrently with this Request. 

The following remarks are believed to demonstrate a clear error(s) in the Examiner's rejections 
of the subject claims. 

By way of background, claims 1-5 and 7-34 are pending. Of those claims, claims 1, 15, 27, 30, 
32 and 33 are independent. In the outstanding final Office Action, claims 1-4, 7-10, 13-16, 18- 
22, 24, 27 and 29-34 are rejected under 35 USC Section 103(a) as being obvious over Kleier 
(US 2002/0009990) in view of Prasad (US 6,237,026) and Chang (US 2004/0121 167). Claims 
10, 12 and 34 are rejected under 35 USC Section 103(a) as being obvious over Kleier in view of 
Prasad and Chang, further in view of Scheuring (US 2002/0131565). Claims 5, 1 1, 12, 17, 25 
and 28 are rejected under 35 USC Section 103(a) as being obvious over Kleier in view of Prasad 
and Chang, fiirther in view of Wu (US 6,275,575). Claims 23 and 26 are rejected under 35 USC 
Section 103(a) as being obvious over Kleier. Applicant respectfully disagrees with these 



rejections. 

The Examiner appears to acknowledge that the independent claims are new with respect to the 
cited art, but considers that they are obvious based upon a combination of Kleier with Prasad 
and/or Chang. Applicant disagrees and respectfully asserts that that the Examiner is 
misinterpreting the teachings of Prasad and Chang, and instead using unallowable hindsight to 
arrive at the features of the presently claimed invention. 

In particular, the Examiner contends in the Action that Prasad teaches providing a "summons*' 
wherein "the summons to the meeting is drawn up in such a way that the information regarding 
the conference call is found at the same points in the summons, and the summons to the meeting 
includes the telephone number of said convener" (see page 3 of the Action). Applicant 
respectfully does not agree with this assertion for at least the reasons set forth below. Moreover, 
in response to the Examiner's additional assertion in the Action at page 3 that such a feature is 
"commonly and obviously practiced in the art," Applicant respectfully disagrees and notes that 
this general assertion does not appear to be supported by evidence in the Action. For example, 
Prasad does not teach or suggest such features. Prasad describes a relational database 14 in 
column 5, lines 26-46. This database appears to show information regarding a conference call 
being found at specific entries in a table (shown in Figure 4), and which also includes the 
telephone number of the convener. The Examiner contends that this makes the summons as 
claimed obvious. However, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has misunderstood 
the teaching of this document. This relational database 14 is illustrated in Figure 1 of Prasad as 
being connected to the central computer 1 1 and as part of a centralized computer system. This 
data is centralized with flie central computer and is therefore not a summons that is provided to 
respective participants as claimed. This interpretation is further supported by the continuation of 
column 5, line 47 to column 6, line 40, as well as flowchart Figures 5A and 5B. These sections 
of Prasad show that computer 1 1, i.e. the centralized computer and not the participant terminals, 
uses the table to determine whether a conference commencement time has been reached, and, if 
so, initialize the conference application and send out an initialization message to each 
conference attendee. The initialization message is only described to include information such as 
the title of the conference, as well as the commencement and conclusion times for the 
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conference. Once received, conference attendees can acknowledge receipt of the initialization 
message and will send a confirmation message facilitating enrolment, i.e. joining, of the 
conference. Conference attendees do not have to accept the invite though (see column 6, lines 
16-21). 

In summary, the relational database 14 is not a summons nor is it intended to act as a summons 
that is sent to respective participants. Its purpose is to enable centralized automation of sending 
of individual initialization messages to participants listed as conference attendees in the table. 
The initialization messages are no different than the invitations as set forth in Kleier. The 
acceptance of the initialization message is performed in substantially the same way as Kleier, as 
the participant needs to accept the invitation to join the conference call, i.e. the participants do 
not make the call, the centralized computer makes the call to the separate participants and they 
accept the invitation to join that call. 

Applicant therefore respectfully submits that this document therefore does not describe a 
summons wherein ''the summons to the meeting is drawn up in such a way that the information 
regarding the conference call is found at the same points in the summons, and the summons to 
the meeting includes the telephone number of said convener'', and that this document therefore 
does not show that the participants are automatically joined to the conference call upon ''the 
respective participants having made the call to the telephone number mentioned in the 
summons*' as claimed. 

The Examiner then asserts that Chang teaches providing a "summons" wherein "the summons to 
the meeting is drawn up in such a way that the information regarding the conference call is 
found at the same points in the summons, and the summons to the meeting includes the 
telephone number of said convener". Applicant also respectfully disagrees with this assertion, as 
it appears that Chang provides substantially the same teaching as Prasad. For example, 
paragraphs 62 to 67 and Figure 4 show a conference record 400. As per the teaching of Prasad, 
this conference record is created centrally by a provisioning module and the details are entered 
by a subscriber who wishes to schedule a conference. Irrespective of whether the details are 
found in the same place in the conference record or not, the conference record is not a summons. 
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but is a centralized record that is used to create conference messages that are sent from a 
scheduler 225 to a conference control manager 230 (CCM) in much the same way as the 
relational database 14 of Prasad. The CCM is described in paragraph 53 of Chang as operating 
as a hub for the software components implemented in various embodiments. After receiving a 
conference message from the scheduler the CCM 230 then sets up the conference. Paragraph 54 
then describes how the CCM sets up the conference using the details from the instruction 
received by the CCM from the scheduler (i.e. the conference record 400). In effect, this operates 
in substantially the same manner as Prasad. Chang can be seen to provide for a centralized way 
of setting up a conference whereby a central computer calls a series of participants, and the 
participants join the conference by accepting the individual calls/invitations they receive from 
the centralized CCM. This does not show a ''summons'' wherein 'Hhe summons to the meeting is 
drawn up in such a way that the information regarding the conference call is found at the same 
points in the summons, and the summons to the meeting includes the telephone number of said 
convener"". In addition, this document carmot be seen show that the participants are 
automatically joined to the conference call upon "the respective participants having made the 
call to the telephone number mentioned in the summons". 

As will be appreciated from the discussion of Prasad and Chang above, these documents teach 
setting up a conference by a centralized convener calling respect ive participants who then accept 
the call. In contrast, embodiments of the claimed invention work by the conference being set up 
through participants calling the convener (using the summons) and the calls being joined 
together in the convener terminal. This alleviates the processing weight that is exerted on the 
convener that otherwise occurs in methods such as Prasad and Chang. In the present 
independent claimed invention the processing power required to set up the call may be 
distributed across the participant terminals as they perform the calling, and the convener just has 
to answer their call to join them to the conference. 

It will also be appreciated that in Prasad and Chang the conference set-up is set up by servers 
and fixed line terminals rather than mobile devices. In contrast, embodiments of the claimed 
invention and its less demanding processing requirements can be performed by mobile devices 
with more limited resources. The cited art does not teach that this is possible, and appears to 
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demand comprehensive tools and processing power to perform their conferencing techniques. 
The cited art does not consider issues relating to conference calls in mobile telephony. 
Furthermore, given that neither of the documents describes a '"summons"' wherein ''the summons 
to the meeting is drawn up in such a way that the information regarding the conference call is 
found at the same points in the summons, and the summons to the meeting includes the telephone 
number of said convener^\ and cannot be seen to show that the participants are automatically 
joined to the conference call upon ''the respective participants having made the call to the 
telephone number mentioned in the summons"\ Applicant respectfully submits that these 
documents could not be properly combined with Kleier to arrive at the features of the present 
independent claims. Applicant therefore submits that the independent claims are not obvious 
from these documents. Thus, all dependent claims also are patentable at least in view of their 
dependency from an allowable independent claim. 

For completion, the Panel's attention also is directed to pages 3-13 of Applicant's filed reply 
dated August 4, 2010, which also demonstrate the patentability of the subject claims. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth above, the Panel is respectfully requested to reconsider 
and withdraw the outstanding rejections. A Notice of Allowance is therefore eamestly solicited. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited on the date shown below with the United 
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Cpmmissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450. 
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